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Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

1 . The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can 
be found in a prior Office action. 

2. Claims 30, 31 , 44, 47, 52, and 54-59 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Middelman in view of any one of O'Connor, NASA Tech Brief 
entitled "Solventless Fabrication of Reinforced Composites", U.K. Patent 2,190,041 or 
Curzio and optionally further taken with either one of Vane or Matsuo et al for the same 
reasons as expressed in paragraph 2 of the Office action dated 7-13-06. 

With regard to the language that at least 50% by weight of co-blended threads 
consisting essentially of intimately mixed glass and filaments of thermoplastic organic 
material, the applicant is advised that in each of the references to O'Connor, NASA 
Tech Brief entitled "Solventless Fabrication of Reinforced Composites", U.K. Patent 
2,190,041 or Curzio suggested that in place of the thermosetting matrix material one 
skilled in the art would have utilized a blend of thermoplastic organic fiber and glass 
reinforcing fiber for the fiber material of the composite. Each of these references 
suggested the problems associated with impregnation with a resin material and clearly 
suggested that the intimate contact between the reinforcing fiber and the matrix fiber 
was desired (and thus each reference clearly suggested that one skilled in the art would 
have intimately mixed the glass fiber with the fiber of matrix material (thermoplastic 
fibers). Regarding newly presented claim 58, note that the co-blended threads of the 
references as discussed above each included a reinforcing filament (which included 
glass) as well as a thermoplastic matrix filament. Regarding claim 59, note that 
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Middelman suggested a single ply layer included a single layer of fibers which all lied in 
the same plane. 

Response to Arguments 

3. Applicant's arguments filed 7-16-07 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

The applicant argues essentially that: (1) Middelman suggested that one skilled 
in the art would have employed the impregnation operation as the assembly would not 
hold together absent the same and thus there is no reason to look to the references to 
O'Connor, NASA Tech Brief entitled "Solventless Fabrication of Reinforced 
Composites", U.K. Patent 2,190,041 or Curzio, and; (2) the references to O'Connor, 
NASA Tech Brief entitled "Solventless Fabrication of Reinforced Composites", U.K. 
Patent 2,190,041 or Curzio do not teach ort suggest the "co-blended threads consisting 
essentially of intimately mixed glass filaments and filaments of at least one 
thermoplastic organic material". These arguments have not been found to be 
persuasive and are respectfully traversed herein. 

To begin with, while it is admitted that Middelman employed a resin impregnation 
operation, the basis for the obviousness rejection is essentially that one viewing the 
prior art as a whole would have been deterred from impregnation in the usual sense as 
one would have desired to employ a matrix fiber which was a thermoplastic material in 
the operation in order to avoid the identified disadvantages with impregnation as 
established by the references to any one of O'Connor, NASA Tech Brief entitled 
"Solventless Fabrication of Reinforced Composites", U.K. Patent 2,190,041 or Curzio. 
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Clearly, one viewing the totality of the record would have understood that there were 
advantages to employing a blended thread of both thermoplastic matrix filaments and 
glass reinforcing filaments as such would have overcome the disadvantages of 
impregnation with a resin. As such, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art to utilize a thread which was a blend of thermoplastic and reinforcing glass 
materials for the composite article in Middelman. 

Regarding applicant's argument that the references to each one of O'Connor, 
NASA Tech Brief entitled "Solventless Fabrication of Reinforced Composites", U.K. 
Patent 2,190,041 or Curzio failed to teach the "intimately mixed" and "co-blended" 
filaments of glass and thermoplastic, the applicant is advised that the nature of the 
processing employed to for the mixed thread is not specified in the claim. The 
references to each one of O'Connor, NASA Tech Brief entitled "Solventless Fabrication 
of Reinforced Composites", U.K. Patent 2,190,041 or Curzio all suggested the mixing of 
thermoplastic and reinforcing glass filaments together to form an assembly which was a 
replacement of glass filaments which were subjected to impregnation with a matrix 
material. The manner of mixing the fibers together, whether it be by mixing in a braiding 
or twisting operation or mixing by associating the same together and contacting the 
individual filaments of the threads together, is not expressly recited in the claims and 
thus the applicant's arguments that the references do not teach the intimate blending of 
the fibers is not persuasive as the specific manner in which applicant performed this 
operation is not recited. The references to any one of O'Connor, NASA Tech Brief 
entitled "Solventless Fabrication of Reinforced Composites", U.K. Patent 2,190,041 or 
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Curzio in fact did blend the thermoplastic filaments and the reinforcing filaments in a 
manner which would have provided a matrix for the reinforcement which was equal to or 
better than impregnation with the matrix material in a coating operation. 


Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Jeff H. Aftergut whose telephone number is 571-272- 
1212. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday 7:15-345 pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Richard Crispino can be reached on 571-272-1226. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 


Conclusion 
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